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Dear Sir 



In response to the Final Office Action mailed on March 21, 2006 (hereinafter, "the Final 
Office Action"), Applicants file herewith a Notice of Appeal and a Pre-Appeal Brief Request for 
Review. The Applicants request review of the following issues: 

1. Claims 1-4, 6-8, 1 0, 12-14, 16, 17 and 20 are allowable over Koss in view ofLowry. 

Applicants traverse the rejection of claims 1-4,6-8, 10, 12-14, 16, 17 and 20 under 35 
U.S.C. §103(a) over U.S. Pat No. 5,272,628 ("Koss") in view of U.S. Pat Publication No. 
2002/0042859 ("Lowry") at page 3 of the Final Office Action. 

The Final Office Action fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness, which 
requires: 

1) there must be a suggestion or motivation to make the asserted combination, 
either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one 
of ordinary skill in the art; 

2) there must be a reasonable expectation of success; and 

3) the alleged combination teach or suggest all the claim limitations. 
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See M.P>RP. §2142. Applicants submit that there is no suggestion or motivation to make the 
asserted combination of Koss and Lowry. Additionally, the asserted combination fails to teach 
or suggest each of the elements recited in the claims. 

Independent Claims 1 and 10 

Independent claims 1 and 10 recite "receiving, via the graphical control panel, a selection 
of portions of data from files;* The Final Office Action acknowledges that Koss does not 
disclose receiving selections via a graphical control panel. Final Office Action, p. 4, 2 nd 
paragraph. The Final Office Actions asserts that Lowxy teaches selecting files using a control 
panel. Final Office Action, p .4, 2 nd paragraph. Applicants submit that "selecting files using a 
control panel " and "receiving, via the graphical control panel, a selection of portions of data 
from files" are not the same thing. Whether or not Lowry teaches selecting files using a control 
panel has no bearing on the second element of claim 1 or the second element of claim 10. Lowry 
does not teach receiving, via the graphical control panel, a selection of portions of data from files 
as recited in claims 1 and 10. The Final Office Action fails to provide any argument or support 
for the proposition that the combination of Koss and Lowry teaches this feature. Because the 
combination of Koss and Lowry does not teach or suggested at least one element of claim 1 and 
at least one element of claim 10, the Final Office Action does not establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness with regard to claim 1 or claim 10. 

Additionally, there is no suggestion or motivation to make the asserted combination of 
Koss and Lowry, The Final Office Action states that the motivation for making the combination 
is "so the computer taught by Koss could include a control panel for making selections." Final 
Office Action, p.4, 2 nd paragraph. To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, the motivation 
to combine references must come from either the references themselves or the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art See MPEP §2143. When the motivation to 
combine the teachings of the references is not immediately apparent, it is the duty of the 
examiner to explain why the combination of the teachings is proper. MPEP § 2142 (citing Ex 
parte Skinner, 2 USPQ2d 1788 (Bd. Pat App. & Inter. 1986)). The Final Office Action provides 
no motivation from the references to combine Koss and Lowry. The rejections, therefore, appear 
to be based on an impermissible hindsight reconstruction using the Applicants' own application. 
Therefore, for at least the reasons stated above, claims 1 and 10 are allowable. 
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Independent Claim 12 

Independent claim 12 recites "a controller displaying a graphical control panel on said 
monitor, said graphical control panel comprising: a spreadsheet selection area for receiving a 
selection of a plurality of spreadsheets," The Final Office Action acknowledges that Koss does 
not disclose a controller displaying a graphical control panel Final Office Action, p. 6, 5* 
paragraph. Hie Final Office Actions asserts that Lowry teaches a control panel displayed for 
making file selections. Final Office Action, p. 6, 5 th paragraph. Applicants submit that "a 
control panel displayed for making file selections," does not teach or suggest a graphical control 
panel 'for receiving a selection of a plurality of spreadsheets," as recited in claim 12. While a 
file may contain one or more spreadsheets, use of a control panel to make file selections does not 
specifically teach or suggest receiving a selection of a plurality of spreadsheets. See e.g. 
Application, Figure 2 (where a single workbook file, reference numeral 50, includes multiple 
spreadsheets, reference numeral 52.) Because the combination of Koss and Lowry does not 
teach or suggest at least one element of claim 12, the Final Office Action does not establish a 
prima fecie case of obviousness with regard to claim 12, 

Additionally, there is no suggestion or motivation to make the asserted combination of 
Koss and Lowry. The Final Office Action states that the motivation for making the combination 
is "so the computer taught by Koss could include a control panel for making selections/' Final 
Office Action, p.7, 1 st paragraph. To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, the motivation 
to combine references must come from either the references themselves or the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art See MPEP §2143. When the motivation to 
combine the teachings of the references is not immediately apparent, it is the duty of the 
examiner to explain why the combination of the teachings is proper, MPEP § 2142 (citing Ex 
parte Skinner, 2 USPQ2d 1788 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1986)). The Final Office Action provides 
no motivation from the references to combine Koss and Lowry. The rejection, therefore, appears 
to be based on an impermissible hindsight reconstruction using the Applicants 5 own application. 
Therefore, for at least the reasons stated above, claim 12 is allowable, 

Claims 2-4 and 6-8 depend from claim 1. Claims 13-14, 16, 17 and 20 depend from 
claim 12. For at least the reasons stated above, claims 1 and 12 are allowable. Therefore, claims 
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2-4 and 6-8 are allowable at least by virtue of their dependency from claim 1, and claims 13-14, 
16, 17 and 20 are allowable at least by virtue of their dependency from claim 12. 

In addition to the reasons stated above, claim 7 is allowable because the combination of 
Koss and Lowiy also does not teach each element of claim 7. Claim 7 recites searching for 
desired text within said plurality of spreadsheets. The Final Office Action states that Koss at, 
col. 1, lines 59-67 and col. 2, lines 1-8) discloses that spreadsheets are searched for desired 
portions. Final Office Action, p.5, 2 nd paragraph. In fact, Koss teaches the system performing a 
"binary search to find the correct location in the destination table and to apply the desired table 
mapping." The binary search of Koss to implement table mapping does not teach or suggest 
searching for desired text within said plurality of spreadsheets; as recited in claim 7, 

2. Claims 9, 15, 18 and 19 are allowable over Koss, Lowry, in combination with Dittrich, 
Worden, Reed, and Anson, respectively. 

Applicants traverse the rejection of claim 9 under 35 U.S,C §103(a) over Koss in view of 
Lowry in further view of U.S. Pat Pub. No. 2002/0083016 ("Dittrich") at page 8 of the Final 
Office Action; the rejection of claim 15 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over Koss in view of Lowry in 
further view of U.S. Pat. Pub. No. 2003/0149934 ("Worden") at page 8 of the Final Office 
Action; the rejection of claim 18 under 35 U.S.C §103(a) over Koss in view of Lowiy in further 
view of U.S. Pat. No. 5,396,587 ("Reed") at page 9 of the Final Office Action; and the rejection 
of claim 19 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over Koss in view of Lowry in further view of U.S. Pat 
Pub. No. 2003/0061 193 ("Anson") at page 9 of the Final Office Action. 

Claim 9 depends from claim L The addition of Dittrich does not overcome the 
deficiencies in the combination of Koss and Lowry previously discussed with respect to claim 1. 
That is, the combination of Koss, Lowry and Dittrich does not teach each of the elements of 
claim 1, and since claim 9 depends from claim 1, the combination also does not teach each of the 
elements of claim 9. Claim 9 is therefore allowable. 

Claim 15 depends from claim 12. The addition of Worden does not overcome the 
deficiencies in the combination of Koss and Lowry previously discussed with respect to claim 
12. That is, the combination of Koss, Lowry and Worden does not teach each of the elements of 
claim 12, and since claim 15 depends from claim 12, the combination also does not teach each of 
the elements of claim 15. Claim 15 is therefore allowable. 
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Claim 18 depends from claim 12. The addition of Reed does not overcome the 
deficiencies in the combination of Koss and Lowxy previously discussed with respect to claim 
12. That is, the combination of Koss, Lowiy and Reed does not teach each of the elements of 
claim 12, and since claim 18 depends from claim 12, the combination also does not teach each of 
the elements of claim 1 8. Claim 18 is therefore allowable. 

Claim 19 depends from claim 12 and adds the additional element of an event logger to 
the system of claim 12, As previously discussed with respect to claim 12, the combination of 
Koss and Lowry does not teach or suggest all of the elements of claim 12. Thus, the 
combination does not teach all of Hie elements of claim 19. The addition of Anson to the 
combination does not cure this defect. Additionally, the combination does not teach or suggest 
an event logger as recited in claim 1 9. The Office Action states that "an event logger as taught 
by Anson, . .would allow users to look up past events when necessary. Final Office Action, p 1 0, 
^paragraph. Applicants respectfully disagree. Anson teaches a system and method for filtering 
data in a data set Anson, Abstract. The system and method of Anson may take textual data as in 
input, for example, an event log. Anson, p. 3 3 paragraph [0032]. However, Anson does not 
teach or suggest a multiple spreadsheet data consolidation system having an event logger, as 
recited in claim 19. Claim 19 is therefore allowable. 

CONCLUSION 

In light of the arguments presented above, the rejections of claims 1-4, 6-10 and 12-20 
are improper, and the Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the rejections. The 
Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any fees that may be required, or credit any 
overpayment, to Deposit Account Number 50-2469. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date 



loot 



Jeffrey G. Toler, Reg. No. 38,342 
Attorney for Applicant 
TOLER SCHAFFER, LX.P. 
5000 Plaza On The Lake, Suite 265 
Austin, Texas 78746 
(512) 327-5515 (phone) 
(512) 327-5575 (fax) 
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